Properties of High-Mass Multijet Events at the Fermilab Proton-Antiproton Collider by Abe, F. et al.
Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory 
FERMILAB-Pub-95/038-E 
CDF 
Properties of High-Mass Multijet Events at the 
Fermilab Proton-Antiproton Collider 
F. Abe et al. 
The CDF Collaboration 
Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory 
P.O. Bar 500, Batavia, Illinois 60510 
March 1995 
Submitted to Physical Reuiew Letters 
e Operated by Universities Research Association Inc. under Contract No. DE-ACOZ-76CH03000 with ttw United States Department of Energy 
This report was prepared as an account of work sponsored by an agency of the United States 
Government. Neither the United States Government nor any agency thereof, nor any of 
their employees, makes any warranty, express or implied, or assumes any legal liability 
or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information, 
apparatus, product, or process disclosed, or represents that its use would not infringe 
privately owned rights. Reference herein to any specific commercial product, process, or 
service by trade name, trademark, manufacturer, or otherwise, does not necessarily 
constitute or imply its endorsement, recommendation, or favoring by the United States 
Government or any agency thereof. The views and opinions of authors expressed herein 
do not necessarily state or reflect those of the United States Government or any agency 
thereof. 
FERMILAB-PUB-95/038-E 
CDF/PUB/JET/PUBLIC/2957 
Properties of High-Mass Multijet Events at the 
Fermilab Proton-Antiproton Collider 
F. Abe,‘3 M. G. Albrow,’ S. R. Amendolia,‘s D. Amidei,” d. Antes,” C. Anway-Wiesr,’ 
G. Apollinar’, 26 H. Areti,’ M. Ataq7 P. Auchincloss,” F. Azfar,“’ P. Azzi,” N. Bacchetta,” 
W. Badgett, l6 M. W. Bailey,” J. Baoas P. de Barbarqz5 A. BarbaroGaltieril’4 
V. E. Barneqz4 B. A. Barnett,” P. Bartalini,j3 G. Bauer,” T. Baumann,’ F. Bedeschi,a3 
S. Behrendq3 S. Belforte,‘3 G. Bellettini,r3 J. Bellinger,34 D. Benjamin3’ J. Benllo~l’,‘~ 
.J. Bensinger, D. Benton,” A. Beretvas,’ .J. P. Berge,’ S. Bertolucci,’ -4. Bhatti,‘” 
K. Biery,” M. Binkley,7 F. Bird,” D. Bisello,‘O R. E. Blair,’ C. Blocker,3 A. Bodek.” 
W. Bokhari, I5 V. Bolognes’, 23 D. Bortoletto,‘4 C. Boswell,‘* T. Boulo~,‘~ G. Brandenburg>” 
C. Bromberg, ” E. Buckley-Geer,’ H. S. Budd,*s K. Burkett,‘s G. Bus&o,*’ .4. Byon- 
Wagner,’ K. L. Byrum,’ J. Cammerata,” C. Campagnari,7 M. Campbell,” 4. Caner,r 
W. Carithers,‘4 D. Carlsmith, A. Castro,‘o Y. Cen,” F. Cervelli,a3 H. Y. Chao,‘s 
.J. Chapman, I6 M.-T. Cheng, ‘s G. Chiarelli,” T. Chikamatsq3a C. N. Chioq’s S. Ciha”gir>’ 
A. G. Clark,“s M. Cobal, M. Contreras,’ J. Conway,‘r J. Cooper,’ M. Cordel1i.s 
C. Couyoumtzelis,‘3 D. Crane,’ J. D. Cunningham,3 T. Daniels,15 F. DeJongl’.’ 
S. Delchamps,’ S. Dell’Agnello,‘3 M. Dell’Orso,‘3 L. Demortier,‘s B. Denby,r3 M. Deninno,” 
P. F. Derwent,“’ T. Devlin,” M. Dicksoqz5 .J. R. Dittmanqs S. Donati,r3 R. B. Drucker.‘” 
iz. Dunn’s K. Einsweiler, I4 J. E. Elias,’ R. Ely,14 E. Engels, Jr.,‘” S. Enq5 D. Errede.‘” 
S. Errede,” Q. Fan,25 B. Farhat,15 I. Fiori,’ B. Flaugher,’ G. W. Foster,’ M. Frankli”.Y 
M. Frautschi, ” .J. Freeman,’ .J. Friedman,” H. Frisch,’ A. Fry,” T. A. Fuess,’ Y. Fukui,‘” 
S. Funaki,%’ G. Gagliardi,“” S. Galeotti,23 M. Gallinaro,” A. F. Garfinkel,‘4 S. Gerr.’ 
D. W. Gerdes,” P. Giannett’, 23 N. Giokaris, ‘s P. Giromini,s L. Gladney,” D. Glenzinskil” 
M. Gold,” .J. Gonzalez,” A. Gordon,’ A. T. Goshaw,s K. Goulianos,*’ H. Grassman’~.G 
A. Grewal,” L. Groer, ” C. Grosso-Pilcher,’ C. Haber,14 S. R. Hahn,’ R. Hamilton, 
Submitted to Physical Review Letters March 9, 1995. 
R. Ha~ldler,~~ R. M. Han~.“~ K. Har$’ B. Harral.” R. M. Harris7 S. A. Hauger,s .J. Hauserl” 
C. Hawk.‘7 .J. H&rich. ” D Cronin-Hennessv s R. Hollebeek.“’ L. Hollowayl”’ A. Hiilscher,” “> 
S. Hong.‘” G. Honk,” P. Hu,” B. T. Huffman, 22 R. Hughes,” P. Hurst,” .J. Huston,” 
.J. Huth,g .J. Hyleu,’ M. Incagli,“3 .J. Incandela, H. 1~0,~’ H. .Jensen7 C. P. .Jessop,’ U. .Joshi.’ 
R. W. Kadel,‘” E. Kajfasz,7” T. Kamoq3” T. Kanekqs’ D. .4. Kardelis,” H. Kasha,“’ 
Y. Kate,” L. Keeble,s R. D. Kennedy,“’ R. Kephart,’ P. Kestenlr4 D. Kestenbaum,” 
R. M. Keup, ” H. Keuteliaq’ F. Keyvan D. H. Kim7 H. S. Kim.” S. B. Kim.‘” 
S. H. Kim,“” Y. K. Kim.14 L. Kirsch,” P. Koehn,” K. Kondo,“’ J. Konigsbrrg,g S. Kopp.” 
K. Kordas,” W. Koska,’ E. Kovacs, 7o W. Kowald,’ M. Krasberg,‘” .J. Kroll,’ M. Kruse,“’ 
S. E. Kuhlmann,’ E. Kuns,“’ A. T. Laasanen,‘4 N. Labanca, 23 S. Lammel, d. I. Lamoureux,s 
T. LeCompte, ” S. Leone’s .J. D. Lewis,7 P. Limoq7 M. Lindgreq4 T. M. Liss,“’ 
N. Lockver,” C. Loomis, 2’ 0. Long, ” M. Loreti,” E. H. Low,” J. Lu,~” D. Lucchesi,“” 
C. B. Luchini,“’ P. Lukens,’ d. Lys,14 P. Maas, K. Maeshima,’ A. Maghakian,‘” 
P. Maksimovic,‘5 M. Mangano,‘s d. Mansour,i7 M. Mariotti, r” J. P. Marriner,’ A. Martin,” 
.J. A. .J. Matthews,” R. Mattingly,15 P. McIntyre,s” P. M&se,” A. MenzionqZ3 E. Meschi,“’ 
G. MichaiLg S. Mikamo,‘3 M. Miller,5 R. Miller,17 T. Mimashi, 32 S. Miscetti,’ M. Mishina.‘” 
H. Mitsushio,“’ S. Miyashita,s’ Y. Morita,i3 S. Moulding,2s .J. Mueller,” A. Mukherjre.’ 
T. M~ller,~ P. Musgrave,” L. F. Nakae,“’ I. Nakano,s’ C. Nelson,’ D. Neuberger.’ 
C. Newman-Holmq7 L. Nodulman,’ S. Ogawa,32 S. H. Oh,s K. E. OhLss R. Oishi.“’ 
T. Okusawa,” C. Pagliarone, 23 R. Paoletti,s3 V. Papadimitriou, 3’ S. Park,’ .J. Patrick,’ 
G. Pauletta,‘3 M. Paulini, I4 L. Pes~ara,~” M. D. Peters, I4 T. J. Phillipqs G. Piacentino.’ 
MM. Pillai,“’ R. Plunkett,’ L. Pondrom,34 N. Produit,‘4 J. Proudfoot,’ F. Ptohos.” 
G. Punzi,‘3 K. Ragan, ‘r F. Rimondi,’ L. Ristori,23 M. Roach-Bellino,33 W. .J. Robertson.” 
T. Rodrigq7 J. Romano,5 L. Rosenson,” W. K. Sakumoto,2s D. Saltzberg,5 A. Sam&.” 
V. Scarpinq3” A. Schindler, ‘*P Schlabach,g E. E. Schmidt,7 M. P. Schmidt,3s 0. Schneider.” 
G. F. Sciacca, a3 A. Scribano, 23 S. Segler,’ S. Seidel,‘s Y. Seiya,s’ G. Sganos,” A. Sgolacchia.” 
M. Shapiro,r4 N. M. Shaw,s4 Q. SheqZ4 P. F. Shepard,” M. Shimojima,s’ M. Shochrt.’ 
.J. Siegrist,‘g A. Sill,“’ P. Sinervo,” P. Singh,” d. Skarha, ” K. Sliwa,33 D. A. Smith.” 
F. D. Snider,” L. Song,7 T. Song,‘s J. Spalding,’ L. SpiegeL7 P. Sphicas,” A. Spies.” 
L. Stance,“’ J. Steele,34 4. Stefanini,s3 K. Strahl,” J. Strait,7 D. Stuart,’ G. Sullivan.’ 
K. Sumorok,‘5 R. L. Swartz, Jr.,” T. Takahashi,lg K. Takikawa,s’ F. Tartarrlli.“’ 
W. Taylor,” P. K. Teng,” Y. Teramoto,” S. Tether,” D. Theriot,’ J. Thomas.‘!’ 
T. L. Thomas,‘s R. Thuq’s M. Timko,33 P. TiptoqZ5 A. Titov,‘” S. Tkaczyk,7 K. Tollrfson.” 
2 
. . 
A. Tollestrup,’ .J. Tounison.‘* .J. F. de Troroniz.g .J. Tseng, I2 -MM. Turcotte,‘g N. Turini,‘” 
N. L~rnmra,3’ F. Ukegawa,” G. U~ial,~’ S. C. vau deu Brink.” S. Vejcik, III.” R. Vidal.’ 
M. \roudrarek,‘o R. G. Wagtier,’ R. L. Wagurr.’ N. Wainer,7 R. C. Walker,” C. H. Wang,‘” 
G. Wang,‘3 J. Wa11g.a M. .J. Wang,“’ Q. F. Wang,‘s A. Warburton,” G. Watts,” T. Watts,“’ 
R. Webb:“” C. Weudt:s* H. Weuzel, ‘* W. C. Wester, III,‘* T. Westhusing,“’ A. B. Wicklundl’ 
E. Wicklund,’ R. Wilkinson,“’ H. H. Williams,“’ P. Wilson,’ B. L. Wiuer,25 .J. Wolinski,s’ 
D. Y. Wu,‘” X. WU,“~ .J. Wys.~,“~ A. Yagil,’ W. Yao, ‘* K. Yasuoka,= Y. Ye,” G. P. Yell,’ 
P. Yeh,‘8 M. Yin,” .J. Yoh,’ T. Yoshida, ” D. Yovanovitch,’ I. Yu,s’ d. C. Yuq7 A. Zanetti,‘3 
F. Zetti,‘3 L. Zhang,34 S. Zhang,‘” W. Zhang,“’ and S. Zucchelli’ 
(CDF Collaboration) 
’ Argonnr Notionof Laboratory, Argonne, Illinois 60~~9 
2 Istilulo Nokmolc di Fisico Nuckom. Uniaeraily of Bologna, 1.~0’126 Bologna, lfdy 
3 Bmndcis hiorrrily, Woilham, Mossnchurrtts 02251 
4 Univcrd~ of Colifomia ot Los Angrier, Lot AngeL*, California 90021 
5 Univcrrily of Ch:hicago. Chicago, Illinoir 60657 
6 Duke Llniueraily, “urhom, North Carolina 2,708 
’ Fermi Nationof Accclemlor Lobomtory, Botoa’o, Illinois 60510 
8 Lobomlori NaGmali di Frorcoli, Islitula Norionolc di Firico Nuckon, 1.000& Fmrcoti, Itmlg 
’ Hartlord Uni.erdg, Combridge, Motaochrarll, 021% 
lo "ni.crailg of Illinoir, Urbono, "hoi, 6,801 
” InstiMe of Particle Phgrics, McGill linioersity, Montnol HJA 2T8, and Unioersily of Tomnto, 
Tomnlo M5S IA?, Canodo 
13 
‘* The Johns Hopkins Uniocrsitn Baltimore, Maryland 11118 
Notional Lobomtorg for High Energy Physics (KEKJ, Tsutuba, Ibombi 905. Japan 
l4 Lowrmcc Bcrkrlcg L.bOrnlqJ, Berkeley, Colifomia 9/720 
I5 Mossochuaells Institute of Tcchnolagy, Combtidgc, Morrochusettr 02199 
16 Uniomsilg of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109 
” Michigan Slate Univeraily, East Lansing, Michigan /8824 
” Unioersily of New Me&o, Albaquetyuc, New Merico 871.91 
19 Osaka City Liniverrily, OIL& 588. Japan 
20 Llniversita di Podooo, Instilulo Nuionolr di Fisico ,Nu’ucleom, Sczionr di Padova, 1.95191 Podovo, holy 
3 
2.3 
2’ Uniucrrily of Pcnnaylvmio, Philadelphia, Prnnsyloonio 19104 
2’2 L’niaerdy of Piltrburgh, Piusburgh, Pennsglvonto 15260 
,,liluto iV.:ionolr di Fisiro Nuclcorc, Uniuersily and Scuolo Norm& Superiore of Piro, 1.56100 Piao. Italy 
‘* Pwdur Uniurrsily, Wes, Lofqcue, Indiano ,790, 
25 llnivcrsity of Rochrster. Rochrr*er, New York 14627 
iti RorkcfcUrr Uniorrsily. New York. New York ,002, 
” Rvtscrr “niwsity, Pisco,owoy, New ,crrcy 08854 
28 .Icodemio Sinico, Toiwon 1,529, Republic of Chino 
” Superconducliny Super Collider Loborotory, Dallas, Term 75237 
30 Tcros AWM Chivemity, Collcgr Station, Tezos 778.43 
31 Tezos Tech Uniocrsity, Lubbock, Teros 79409 
3’ “nivcrrily of Tsukuba, Tmkubo, Ibomki 305, Jopon 
33 Tufts “niucrrity, hfcdford, M.raochuse,,s 02155 
‘* Uniuorsily of Wirconrin, Madison, Wisconsin 55706 
” I’& Uniocrsity, Near Hoocn, Connecticut 06511 
PACS numbers: 13.87Cq12.38Qk 
Abstract 
The properties of two-, three-, four-, five-, and six-jet events with multijet masses > 600 
GeV/c’ are compared with QCD predictions. The shapes of the multijet-mass and leading- 
jet-angular distributions are approximately independent of jet multiplicity and are well IL,- 
scribed by the NJETS matrix element calculation and the HERWIG parton shower lloutr 
Carlo predictions. The observed jet transverse momentum distributions for three- and four- 
jet events discriminate between the matrix element and parton shower predictions, the Ilata 
favoring the matrix element calculation. 
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In this paper we describe the properties of multijrt events with multijet masses m > 600 
GeV/r,” rrrorded in proton-antiproton collisions at a center-of-mass energy of 1.8 TeV. The 
data were recorded by the CDF experiment at the Fermilab Tevatron collider over the period 
1992 - 1994, and correspond to an integrated luminosity of 35 pb-‘. 
Within the framework of perturbativr QCD, multijet events are expected to arise from 
hard parton-parton scattering. The outgoing scattered partons manifest themselves as 
hadronic jets. The lowest order QCD diagrams predict two jets in the fmal state. Higher 
order corrections ran give rise to events with more than two jets. A comparison of the 
properties of multijet events with QCD predictions provides a test of the higher-order QCD 
corrections, and enables a searc,h for new phenomena associated with the presence of many 
hard partons in the final state. 
In a previous analysis [l] based on a 4 pb-’ data sample we showed that a good first 
description of multijet events at high mass was provided by the HERWIG [2] QCD parton 
shower Monte Carlo program interfaced to a full simulation of the CDF detector response. 
The HERWIG calculation includes initial- and final-state gluon radiation, color cohrrrnw. 
hadronization, and an underlying event accompanying the hard scattering. In the present 
paper we compare a much larger data sample with predictions from (i) the HERWIG Vontr 
Carlo program, and (ii) the NJETS [3] complete leading order (LO) QCD matrix element 
Monte Carlo program for 2 --i N scattering. Note that the NJETS calculation has been 
used to provide predictions for topologies with up to five final-state jets. This comparison 
enables us to further test the QCD predictions, and see if the data discriminate between the 
complete LO matrix element predictions and the parton-shower Monte Carlo approximation. 
A full description of the CDF detector can be found in ref. [4]. The analysis described in 
this paper exploits the CDF calorimeters, which cover the pseudorapidity region ]q] < 4.2. 
where /n/ E -ln(tan6’/2). The calorimeters are constructed in a tower geometry in T) 
- S$I (azimuthal angle) space. The towers are 0.1 units wide in 7. The tower widths in 
4 are 15” in the central region and 5O at larger 11 (approximately ]nj > 1.2). .Jets are 
reconstructed using an algorithm that forms clusters from localized energy depositions in 
the calorimeter towers. Calorimeter towers are associated with a jet if their separation from 
the jet axis in (TI,~)-space AR = (A$ + A@)‘12 < &. For the analysis described iu 
this paper the clustering cone radius was chosen to be & = 0.7. With this & a plot of t,he 
separation between all jets observed in the data sample described below reveals that to a good 
approximation clusters with separations AR < 0.8 are always merged by the jet algorithm 
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into a single jet, and clusters with separations LM > 1.0 are never merged. Thus, the 
effective minimum observable separation between jets lR~r)v = 0.9 5 0.1. .Jet energies are 
corrected for calorimeter nonliuearitiesl energy lost in uninstrumented regions and outside 
of the clustering cone, aud energy gained from the underlying event. The jet corrections 
typically increase jet energies by 25% for jets with transverse energy ET = E sin 6’ > GO 
GeV, where @ is the angle between the jet axis and the beam direction. The jet corrections 
are larger for lower ET jets, and typically increase jet energies by about 30% (40%) for jets 
with ET = 40 GeV (20 GeV). After correction, jet energies are measured with a precision 
CTE/E of approximately 0.1 and multijet masses calculated from the jet four-vectors are 
measured with a precision u,,,/m of approximately 0.1. The systematic uncertainty ou the 
jet energy scale is 5%. Full details of the CDF jet algorithm, jet corrections, and jet resolution 
functions can be found in ref. [5]. 
The data were recorded using a trigger which required C ET > 300 GeV, where the sum 
is over all uncorrected jets with transverse energy ET > 10 GeV, and the calculation was 
done assuming an event vertex at the center of the detector. In the subsequent analysis the 
C ET was recalculated using the reconstructed vertex position and corrected jet energies, and 
summing over all jets with corrected ET > 20 GeV. The resulting C ET distribution peaks 
at 400 GeV. At lower CET the trigger requirements are no longer fully efficient. Events 
were retained with C ET > 420 GeV. To reject backgrounds from cosmic ray interactions, 
beam halo, and detector malfunctions, the events were required to have (i) total energy lrss 
than 2000 GeV, (ii) a primary vertex reconstructed within 60 cm of the detector center, 
(iii) no significant energy deposited in the hadron calorimeters out-of-time with the protou- 
antiproton collision, and (iv) missing-& (&- ) significance [l] S G +??T /(JET )I/2 < 6. 
These requirements select 9980 multijet events, of which 4072 events have multijet masses 
m > 600 GeV/c’. Finally we have applied cuts on the values of multijet mass and leading- 
jet scattering angle. To motivate these mass and angular requirements consider a two-jet 
event in which the two-jet system is at rest in the laboratory frame. The C ET > 420 GeV 
requirement places a mass dependent restriction on the two-jet center-of-mass scattering 
angle 0’ such that 1 cos 6’*] < (1 - (420/m)‘)“‘, where m is in units of GeV/c”. To obtain 
an acceptance which is independent of mass above a minimum mass ma we must restrict 
ourselves to the angular region ( cos 0’1 < cos 0~ax, and choose a value for cos @MM less than 
(1 - (420/mo)‘)‘/*. In the present analysis we have chosen ma = 600 GeV/c*, cos Bz~..M = 
2/3, and applied the angular cut to the leading (highest ET) jet in the multijet rest-frame. 
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This selects 1874 events. of which 345 have 2 jets with ET > 20 GeV, 612 have 3 jets, 554 
have 4 jets, 250 have 5 jets, 88 have 6 jets, 21 have 7 jets. 4 have 8 jets, and there are no 
events with more than 8 jets. 
The multijet mass distributions for events with 1 cos 6’*l < 2/3 are shown in Fig. 1 for 2-j&. 
3-jet, 4-j&, j-jet, and 6-jet events, with no requirement on the minimum multijet masses. 
The mass distributions extend up to masses of about 1 TeV/c’. As expected, the mass 
distributions exhibit a turn-over near to 600 GeV/c”. At lower masses the C ET requirement 
is more restrictive than the angular cut, and results in a decreasing angular acceptance with 
decreasing multijet mass. To check that the shapes of the mass distributions are not sensitive 
to the uncertainty on the jet energy scale, we have increased and decreased the jet energy 
scale by ilu and repeated the analysis. The resulting small changes in the shapes of the 
multijet mass distributions are smaller than or comparable to the statistical uncertainties 
on the measurements. The HERWIG Monte Carlo predictions are in reasonable agreement 
with all of the multijet mass distributions. Note that the HERWIG predictions include a 
full simulation of the CDF detector response, and use the CTEQlM structure functions [6] 
with the scale given by Q’ = stu/2(s2 + u2 + t”), where s, t, and u are the Mandelstam 
variables. This Q’ is approximately equal to the square of the average ET of the outgoing 
scattered partons. The predictions from the LO QCD matrix element Monte Carlo program 
NJETS are also shown in Fig. 1 for all but the 6-jet distribution. On each distribution there 
are 8 NdETS curves corresponding to the structure function, Q* scale, and nR~1.v choices 
summarized in Table 1. The NJETS calculation does not include a full simulation of the 
CDF detector, but does include a gaussian jet energy resolution function with UE/E = 0.1. 
The resulting predictions give reasonable descriptions of the shapes of the measured mass 
distributions. Furthermore, compared to the statistical precision of the measurements, the 
NJETS predictions for the shapes of the mass distributions are not sensitive to uncertainties 
associated with the choice of structure function, Q’ scale, or ARMIN. 
Above the turn-on, all of the multijet mass distributions have similar shapes. This is 
seen clearly in Fig. 2 which shows the 3-jet/2-jet, 4jet/2-jet, 5-jet/2-jet, and 6-jet/z-jet 
ratios as a function of multijet mass. These ratios are almost independent of mass. Wit,hin 
the substantial theoretical uncertainties which are associated predominantly with the choice 
of Q’-scale, both the parton shower Monte Carlo predictions and the complete LO QCD 
matrix element predictions give a good description of the mass dependent multijet ratios. 
and therefore give a reasonable description of the observed jet multiplicity distribution. 
7 
. 
The ability of the parton shower Monte Carlo predictions to describe the multijet-mass 
and jet-multiplicity distributions suggests that 2 -+ 2 scattering plus gluon radiation provides 
a good approximate description of the production of events with several jets in the final state. 
In this picture we would expect the leading-jet angular distributions to be similar to the two- 
jet angular distribution, even when there are many final-state jets. This is indeed seen to be 
the case in Fig. 3 which shows that for events with m > 600 GeV/c’, the leading-jet angular 
distributions are similar to the Rutherford scattering form independent of jet multiplicity, 
and are well described by both the HERWIG and NJETS QCD predictions. 
At some level, we would expect to see differences between the HERWIG and NJETS 
predictions which reflect the presence of additional LO QCD diagrams in the N.JETS ma- 
trix element calculation. Differences are indeed observed in the inclusive jet transverse- 
momentum (pr) distributions, shown in Fig. 4 for the different multijet topologies. The 
2.jet, 3-jet, 4jet, and 5-jet inclusive-jet pi distributions exhibit a peak in the region 260 
- 300 GeV/c, reflecting the effect of the C ET requirement on events in which most of the 
C ET is associated with two hard jets in the linal state. The observed jet pr distributions 
are well described by the NJETS predictions. Within the statistical precision of the data, 
the HERWIG predictions also give a reasonable description of the 2-jet, 5-jet, and 6-jet dis- 
tributions. However for 3-jet and 4jet events the HERWIG predictions overestimate the jet 
rate at intermediate pi between the twejet dominance peak at high-m and the soft gluon 
enhancement at low-yr. 
In summary, the properties of multijet events with multijet mass m > 600 GeV/c2 and up 
to six jets in the final state have been compared with QCD predictions. The jet multiplicity 
distribution is well described by both a complete LO matrix element calculation (NJETS) 
and a parton shower Monte Carlo calculation (HERWIG). The shapes of the multijet-mass 
and leading-jet angular distributions are approximately independent of jet multiplicity, and 
are well described by both HERWIG and NJETS. This suggests that 2 + 2 scattering plus 
gluon radiation provides a good approximate description of the production of events with 
several jets in the final state. However, the observed inclusive-jet pr distributions for 3-jet 
and 4jet events do discriminate between the NJETS and HERWIG predictions. The parton- 
shower Monte Carlo program predicts too many jets at intermediate transverse momenta. 
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Sttuctwc &’ - Scale ARMI,V 
Function 
KMRSD- <pT >2 0.8 
KMRSD- iI-‘T >2 0.9 
KMRSD- 11L2 0.9 
KMRSD- < pT 9 1.0 
KMRSSO <pT 2’ 0.9 
KMRSDO <PT >’ 0.9 
CTEQlM i PT >’ 0.9 
CTEQlMS < PT >2 0.9 
Table 1: Parameter choices used for the 8 N-JETS calculations. The structure function 
choices are described in refs. [6] and [7]. 
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Figure 1: Exclusive multijet mass distributions. The data (solid points) are compared with 
HERWIG predictions (histogram) and NJETS predictions for the eight parameter choices 
listed in Table 1 (curves). 
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Figure 2: Exclusive Multijet mass distributions divided by the corresponding two-jet dis- 
tribution. The data (solid points) are compared with HERWIG predictions (triangles) and 
NJETS predictions (bands). The inner band shows the variation of the NJETS prediction 
with choice of structure function listed in Table 1, and a Q2 scale of < pi >‘. The outer 
band shows the variation of the predictions with choice of Q*-scale listed in Table 1. The 
variation with AR,+,MIN is negligible. 
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Figure 3: Leading-jet angular distributions. The data (solid points) are compared with 
HERWIG predictions (open points) and NJETS predictions (histograms). The curves show 
the Rutherford scattering form (1 - cos ~9*)-~. 
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Figure 4: Jet transverse momentum distributions.The data (solid points) are compared with 
HERWIG predictions (histogram) and NJETS predictions for the eight parameter choices 
listed in Table 1 (curves). 
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